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•• 1. Sui?v\val and endurance. 

. I- ( a \ ihe current 1'oroe. cannot survive in uajor strength uuaer 

Eg veil-coordinated enemy attack without <Luich reaction to tactical 

* f . .. . nnrpliaDle. Only the snail Polaris 

: ^ warnings v/mch is aabx^uou^ AlU /protected 

B- force can endure under prolonged attam, and no current/.apaoiii if 
H exists to control it- (Aimorne alert is a current potential, ana 
f I preparation could extend tne xlxsiiiixaxlaxcaxxxUt .interval nunng 
I 3 V4lca plaAes/&u $li«fte control could await commitment). 

I i (b) to current strategic plans provide for a strategic reserve .. 

I i under any circumstances of central war; all ready Vehicles, 

I s including allSolaris missiles, are committed to attack preplanned 

I " targets as soon, as possible. . . 

* > • .* * *■•*.** 

; 2. strict positive control * a - • - 

• (a) There are currently no realistic procedures for the authonx- 

f ' ation Of. a "strategic response by high national authority in the 
) event of a surprise attack destroying Washington. All duly 

• constituted officials authorised to assume succession^Co—er . 
in-Cbief are normally located in Washington- 

(hi in the absence of realistic plans or convincing assurance that 
‘ authorisation for an appropriate response will he forthconin^ere 

’ ’ i ^widespread acceptance of the notion tuat unauthorised fchps-cc 

i Will be-necessaty,-either at nigh military levels of command (which 

1 are almost +£&« vulnerable as Washington) or at low. Both -ms 

» attitude itself, and the reluctance to institute reliaole safeguard 

against unautuorised action whion follows from it, increase the 
! possibility of unauthorised "initiative” in a time of crisis, 

under the stress of ambiguous indications and an outage of 
co.iLiuui cations wit a dinner co^ana. 

(c) Although there are physical safeguards against accident, there 
are almost none against unauthorised action, either in connection 









uith individual venicles or' in command post operations. Sucn* 
safeguards are technically potsiole; in principle, they take tae 
•form of a comoinatiou lock on weapons, requiring a code sent oy 

higher authority to unsafe or release the weapon. 

• *” 

(c) Such saieguards are particularly important in connection with, 
weapons under dual control vita an Ally; current "protection”, 
furnished by tne Ally itself, Serves to guard against “tnira party 
. action out furnishes minimum innibition against unilateral action 
oy Allied forces themselves. 

.^j^^Super-safing” both against accident and unauthorized action 
is- required for Weapons bn high alert or mobile. - Currently, 
weapons on high alert with Allied forces, nominally under dual 
control, not»only lack such special precautions but are atypically 
accident-prone, not naving been designed for such operation. 
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It would be unacceptable to lower tne mask risk of accident at 
the cost of markedly raising the risk of deliberate enemy attack; 
solutions to tne problems of .accident anc. unautnorized action should 
not afford an enemy the opportunity a to paralyze XJ.S. response * 
totally by attack on the corn^nd ana control system^jjsven a 
/moderate attack on the U.ii. co mman d and control system today would 
eliminate, witu high confidence, the possibi lity of a U 3. *^ 

^tnorized or even cooruinafced response.^/ Althoinai tne desi/n 
explicit procedures for authorization under all circumstances 
raises complicated issues, such procedures could be both safer and 
more reliable than current tacit, ambiguous ana uncontrolled 
understanding. 





; o t call for bomb alarm read-outs at is offensive .- 

or subordinate command posts. Kany Units, particularly outside 
tee ZI, might have outage of communications as their only immediate 
indication of enemy attack, ana that would oe nighly ^ai 0 uoas. 

(b) ' The current design of the bomb alarm system, includingmeans 
of transmission of signals, is such that a. small number of bomos 
mifcht put it out of operation. Thus, even though it haa 
indicated that an attack involving "at least? say, ***** four 
bombs had taken place,' it vould not be able to inuicate even 
e rossly the actual size of tne attack, its nature (e.*., wnetner 
or not cities were being hit on a large scale), or its gross 
effects on U.3. bases; nor could it discriminate rellaoly again*** 
between a large-scale, coordinated attack and an attack involvm* 
a few weapons, possibly as a result of unauthorized action or . 

nth country action. ’** 

(c) Almost all information, status-reporting, intelligence, 
sensor and «connaissance/ISf^her totally unprotected or 
vulnerable in vital links; inputs of data to surviving decision¬ 
makers would drop almost to zero at the outset of a major attack. 

Id) The bomb alarm system as currently planned does not link 
different levels of in the chain of command. Ho other highly- 
reliable means of determining the status of higher command are 
currently provided; t.suEhxaspcfnixaxaaplB^amkBiaaxnakcamaaaicKiir.ai 
teliance is upon outage of communications, which is hi 6 nly amoi c uo.. 

4* yorce flexibility* 

(a) Current design of I4inuteman missiles maizes it impossible 
to fire fever than 50 at a time. 

(b) Current design of Hinuiecan missiles requires procedures which 

may take six hours to change the target of a missile from its' the 
one preset. If commitment vitnin a few nan minutes or hours is 
required, the currently planned Kinuteaau force could be used, 
only in blocs of 50 against preplanned targets. - • 


t * 
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/ c) Current plans do not include options for covering alwernative 
tnr&et sy steals; in tne absence of sucn plans, -rapid retargeting, 
of large numbers of bomoers is almost impossible, even before attache. 
X Ko protected facilities, or planning aids for rapid replanning, 
would allow such retargeting after attack.. .* 

d) The almost total} ? £acP ! 6i preparation -for post-attack reconnaissan 
1 p -ro-ce m—and—eo^mand—faedl-i-dies-, wouJLd severely limit 
the possibilit^^ ^courJie ^aili zz ry ™ * .ui- -.7 - - 

xnow»-ui 1 i ii l r y tsi r u o fcs* # asxxaatldytnpxa^Tfgriyxafxnraxggtg gy vi-ar ^v 
yigidAanzbJiiifejiiyiascuxacyjvXfcanansir ****** 

O— ^ On *XO< »- » » t . ■ .1 jfe ^ »cutwvv * 

5* Countermilitary capability . 

(a) LacKing flexibility and the capability for rapid replanning 
just prior to or during attack, current counternilitary ggt forces 
would have little ability iaxxacagsiza to scdzpixfca exploit actual 
inefficiencies or vulnerabilities in Soviet posture.or tactics; in an; 
case, they lack the protected information sources necessary to 
recognise such Soviet departures from conservative U.S, expectations. 

(b) Sven if U.S. countemilitary action were able markedly to reduce 
the weight of attack that the Soviets coulu launch against the U.S., 
otner aspects of U.S. posture combine to ensure that even a small 
Soviet attack would be maximally potent; 

1) The basing of U.S. bombers, missiles,sxx carriers and Polaris 
submarines near major U.S. or Allied cities, currently makes those 
cities "bonus” targets in a Soviet attack on U.§. forces. But the 
current plans for siting new missiles near or upwind of U.S. cities 
gratuitously aaus to tins proo-iem. ■ —■ -«——--- Tn - 

.i - a. _ t <—L i/J. f‘~f '■ * * *Tt n t., -1_ - L , ', . .._ H 


f*; r k :'Y y '~ /y \XCL«_t. 


C4f Zns^J^y skZo^JI^ . 


2) Anti-bomber defenses current operate in highly vulnerable, 
centralized modes, ana the defensive vehicles themselves are unpro.tect 
km The possible effectiveness 01 anti-missile defenses is still under 
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(3-) Theylack of/iallout protection in the U.S. means' that 

even a very small attack—a large unauthorized Soviet action,ax an 

attack by a minor power, an aborted, attack or one heavily attrited 

by U.S. countermilitary action—would cause very heavy U.3. 

casualties, even if the attach hit no major U.S. cities directly. 

Thus, measures proposed to reduce the likelinood of a large enemy 

attack, and especially a lar s e attack against cities, could not 

stt g B EBnxa gxxnxl lower U.S. casualties below an extremely large 

figurex even under .a relatively small attack. 

* * * - 

•xxxxSx . - 

6. Con tin^ency planning . 

a) Current "alternative* options "provide only for differing 
force size and coordination of attack upon a single, given 
target system, corresponding to different intervals of warning.' 

; 3khey Even in the attack on this system, they do not provide for 
different patterns of U.S. base destruction in a surprise attack. 

. The/ do not allow attack of alternative targets systemsf ,e oi l ^ r£i ‘ c? 
postponement of attack on any part of the given target system. 

b$ Ho current option provides for the avoidance or postponement 
of attack on major Soviet or Communist Chinese cities. * 

c) Ko current options provides for minimizing non-military 

casual *■3• o? 3. ^.dr. Communist. Cj*iua. 

casuaj.b_.eo/suOject «.u one Military recp.iremeij.bs oi nsus strictly 
counterforce operations. . ’ 

d) Ho current option provides for the maintenance of ready 
forces (e.g., Polaris submarines) in strategic reserve. 

e) Ho current option provides for the exclusion of/goverHeutal 
control centers, or primary military control centers, from 
initial attach. 

* 

f) iio current option covers war with the Soviet Union alone, ' 

excluding or postponing attacks upon Communist China. S 

. ;fkv 
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S' f require procedures taking several nours to couplei 

Meitner joint strategic plans, nor supporting plana have 
"oraally been submitted to tne President or to tne oecr« ar 
" fenae lor their inspection, review or approval, although nonmallj 
ail zaan directives to the unified ana specified commanders are 
tlsued by authority and direction of the Secretary of defense or 

• the couu«uader-in-Chief. ' * 

7 . Protected co^uand 

b) riih^i'boab on Washington would seriously degrade military 
command capability, but it would virtually eliminate all 
B0KSi ±n± constituted poetical authority and all experience , 

■ informed poliUcal leadership. Such an explosion mi^nn 

be the result of accident, unauthorized action nth country action, 
or badly executed or abortive enemy attaci: 

the utmost premium on information,and experienced ... poift-onl 
an d ailitary. . 
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1. Survival arid endurance. - 

(a) ' The current force. cauSt survive in major strength under 

well-coordinated enemy attack without quick reaction to tactical ^ 
warnings v.-nich is aob.i„uou 3 anu unreliaDle. Only the .s^ll^o^ar.s 
force can endure under prolonged attac, and no curreut/capaoin ty 
exists to control it. (Airuorne alert is a current potential, ana . 

preparation could extend the SiasiiiixexloxEaxaxiX .interval nu.ing 
Which planes/oli pSlitive control could await, commitment). 

(b) i;o current strategic plans provide for a strategic reserve 
under any circumstances of central war; all reaay vanicles, 

' including all Polaris missiles, are committed to attack preplanned 

target 3 as soon as possible. ■. 

■ ‘ . " t, 

2 Strict p ositive control . - 

U) There are currently no realistic procedures for the authoriz¬ 
ation Of. a-strategic response by high national authority in the _ 

event of a surprise attack destroying. Washington. All duly 

constituted officials authorized to assume succession ^Coonanaer-. 
in-Ghief are normally located in Washington. ' 

tb) In the absence of realistic plans or convincing assurance that 
authorisation for an appropriate response will be forthco^thore 
i ^widespread acceptance of the notion that unauthorised 
will be'necessary/‘either at nigh military levels of com,and (wmcn 
are almost o ff uy vulnerable as Washington) or at low. Both 
attitude itself, and the reluctance to institute relxaole safeguard, 
against unauthorised action vai.cn follows from it, increase the 
possibility of unauthorised "initiative"' in a time of crisis, • . 
under the stress of ambiguous indications and an outage of 
cchu^uuiCoitions vitn hi^ner coiiiuaua. 

(0) Although there are physical safeguards against accident, there 
are almost none against unauthorised action, either in connection 






t/itn individual venicles or' in command post op ere. t ions. Sucir 
safeguards are technically possiDle; in principle, they take the 
•foric of a comoination lock on weapons, requiring a code sent oy 
higher authority to unsafe or release the weapon. 

(c) Such saieguards are particularly important in connection with 
weapons under dual control vita an Ally; current '’protection”, 
furnished by . tne Ally itself, terves to guard against '"tnira party’* 
action out furnishes minimum inhibition against unilateral action 
oy Allied forces themselves. . - '' 

dJ!t>uper-safing" both against accident and unauthorized action 
is. required for weapons bn high alert, or mobile.Currentlyj.: 
weapons on high alert with'Allied forces, nominally under dual■ 
control, not only lack such special precautions but are "atypically 
accident-prone, not naving been designed for such operation. * 

se). A^ti°n^>^^curitv ^.nancS' N assurance ox and ^ v 
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1 onX s ofyene my . 

It would be unacceptable to lower tne nas± risk of accident at 
the cost of markedly raising the risk of deliberate enemy attack; \ 
solutions to tne problems of .accident ana unauthorized action should 
not afford an enemy the opportunity a to paralyze U.5..response * 
totally by attack on the command ana c ontrol system, ^tzven. a 
/moderate attack on the U.b. command and control system ,,toaay would 
eliminate, witn high confidence,, the possibility of a U.s. 

Although tne design of 


authorized or even coorainated response,^ 

explicit procedures ior authorization under all circumstances 
raises complicated issues, Such procedures could be both safer and 
more reliable than current tacit, ambiguous ana.uncontrolled 
understandings. ... 




uot call for boab alarta reaa-ours at oi . - . 

, . .. nn its particularly outside 

or subordinate coauiaua posts. i*iany * . . . . _ . 

tne 21,' might have outage’ of coruscations as their oij immediate 
indication of eoe*y attack, aaa that would be highly aa 01is uous. 

■p Vo-in system, incluaints means 

(b) ' T’ne current design of tne boma c-larm d • , ’ 

' ' , 4 -v,- p siis_Ll number of bomos 

of trausaission of signals, is suca tn.t a sn a 

Bifc ht put it out of operation. Thus, even though it aaa 

indicated that an attack involving "at least'; say, ***a* four 

bombs had taken place, it would not he able to indicate-svein 

grossly the actual size oi tne attack, its nature (*.*., tnetner 

or not cities were being hit on a large scale), or its gross 

effects on U.3. bases; ncr could it discriminate reixaoly 

between a large-scale, coordinated attack and an attack involving 

a. few weapons, possibly as a result of unauthorised action or . 

nth. country action. ^ 

(c) Almost all information, status-reporting, intelligence, 
sensor aSd feconnaissance/I¥f ^her totally unprotected or 

vulnerable in vital links; inputs of data to surviving decisiou- 
■ makers would drop almost to zero'at the outset of a major attack. 

r (fi)' ihe bomb alarm system as currently planned does not link 
different levels m± in the chain of command. Bo other highly 
reliable means of determining the status of higher command are ^ 

currently provided; 


reliance is upon’outage of communications, which is highly 


bi c uouc 


4. force flexibility. ■ - . 

(a) Current design of ftinuteman missiles makes it impossible 

to fire fever than 50 . ut a tiue. . _ 

(b) Current design of Hinuieaau missiles requires procedures 

may take six hours to change the target of a missile from mis' the 
oue preset. If coauit^ent v/itain a few r.au ainutes or hours is. 
required, the currently planned Kinutemau force could he used. 
only in blocs of 50 against preplanned targets.- •_ ^ 





y Current plans do not include options for covering alternative 

turret systems; in fcue abseace of sucn plans,, -rapid retargeting 

of large numbers of boluoers is almost impossible, even before atcacm. 

X iio protected facilities, or. planning aids for rapid replanning, 

would allow such retargeting after attack*. ./H '1 .* 

• v urre-1 ' ' " - - 

d) The almost total/factPoi preparation’for post-attack; reconnaissan 

\ * 

with • p ro-tec te'dr^reaLT— qu-tts— aiid—eo^r-mand—f aoH i-tries-, would severely limit 

( nil. ^ j _ 

the possibilit^"di jcoun. 


rdL®rmilit£ ry action,, af 


pcfee - s —re 
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5. Countermilitary capability -. • ... 

(a) Lacning flexibility and the capability for rapid replanning 

just prior to or during attack, current countermilitary ax± forces 

• * 1 

would have little ability iaxrnnsguixs to adapixxn exploit actual 
inefficiencies or vulnerabilities in Soviet posture .or tactics; in an; 
case, theylack the protected information sources necessary to 

recognise such Soviet departures iron conservative. U.S. expectations. 

• ‘ — * 

(b) Even if U.S. countermilitary action were able markedly to reduce 

the weight of attack that the Soviets coulu launch against the.U.S*,. 
otner aspects of U.S. posture combine to ensure that even, a small 
Soviet attack would be maximally potent; ‘ 

1) The basing of U.S. bombers, missiles,sxx carriers and polarj£ 
submarines near major U.S. or Allied cities, currently makes those 
cities "bonus" targets in a Soviet attack on U.S. forces, nut the 


current plans for. siting new missiles near or upwind of U.S. citie: 


gratuitously adds to unis prooiem. 

JX .•_ .vi7X/-g -1 - J to-'- r - > ^0 <*- 
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2) Anti-bomber defenses current operate in highly vulnerable, 
centralized modes, ana the defensive vehicles tnenselves are unoro tec; 
km The possible effectiveness of anti-missile defenses is still under 
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(3) The^lack of/iairout protection, in tiie U.S. means' 

even a very small attack—a large unauthorized.- Soviet action,sx. an 

attack by a minor pov/er, an aborted attack or one heavily attritea 

by 1.5. countermilitary action—would cause very heavy U.S. 

casualties, even if the attach hit no major U.S. cities directly* 
Thus, measures proposed to reduce the likelinoocL of a large enemy 

attack, and especially a large attack against cities, could not 
sussKEdingxinxi lower U.S. casualties below an extremely large 
figurex even under-.a relatively small attack. - . 

.•XXXXSk : •* 

6. Con tingency planning . ' . . : 

a) Current "alternative* options"provide only for differing 
force size ana coordination of attack upon a single, given 
target system, corresponding to different intervals of warning.' 

• khEjc Even in the attack on this system, they do not provide for 
different patterns of U.S. base destruction in a surprise attack. 
■They" do not allow attack of alternative targets systemsf e 5^ D ^ J:£iKi 
postponement of'attack on any part of the given target system. 

b$ Ho current option provides for the avoidance or postponement 
of attack on major Soviet or Communist Chinese cities. ' 

c) Ho current options provides for minimizing non-military 
rppi fitn /iPlpU.S. 3.K. or. Communist.Cniaa. 

casaaj.t_eo/suDject oo luiiioary recu iremeurs oi naun strictly 
counterforce operations. 

d) Ho current option provides for the maintenance of ready 
uorces (@.g., Polaris submarines} in strategic reserve. 

e) ho current option provides for the exclusion of/goverHencal 

control centers, or primary military control centers, from 
iiiitiai attacx. ’ 


that 


f) iio current option covers war with the Soviet Union alone, 
°- £: ’ postponing atfcacxs upon Communist Chixia. 
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„ y-nianaed 
r.-tpiilte nations iroa/auuao^s 
„ e exclusion of one or -ore octellire .. 

I, f vi cpvf-ral nours to complete.. 

, require procedures taxing severax uu ^ 

-oiilu 

• T ,- qfc’-ate-ic plans, nor supporting plans, nave 

, Keitner joiuo stnat-e&ic p-ic^o, ■ 

*0 •- . 1 *. - fr> President or to the secretary oi 

ormally been suoaittea to ode presiae . 

n .. . - ont : nr , ' review or' approval, although normally 

nefense ior tneir mspectxon, review ^ 

u ■ . A orn ^ipcifiecl commanders are 

all sues directives to the unilied ana specitieu __ . 

j? -r*no ^porst 2 .r/ of i*OxeiiiaO or 
issued by authority and direction oi rae Seer 

the Commander-in-chief. . 

7, protected command ' . - -. 

3 rsialll’boub on Washington would seriously degrade military, 
co^ead capability, but it would virtually elrranare all _ . . 

BBgai:to l coastituted political authority ana all experxencen, 
saMMly: informed political leadership. Such an explosion ^ 
be the result of accident, unauthorised action nth country acrion, 
or badly executed or abdrtive enemy attaox: ulln eve^s^^ « 

the utmost premium on information,and experience w. pox.. « 

find military• 




